Introduction
Although the literary genres of Job and Deutero-Isaiah (Isaiah 40-55)1 have been classified as »wisdom« and »prophecy«, scholars have concluded that they have substantial affinities with common vocabularies, phrases, forms, styles, and themes.2 In explaining the origin of affinities, they have suggested the intentional or unintentional use of corresponding texts by biblical writers; e.g., the quotation of Deutero-Isaiah from Job's text (Cheyne, Pfeiffer, Terrien) and in more recent researches the literary quotation or allusion of Job to Deutero-Isaiah (Elliott, Brinks, Kynes).
However, these assumptions of literary reference between the two books have limits in a number of ways. Firstly, the decision of the literary dependence in most cases is based on the relative dating between the two books in which scholars more and less use linguistic characteristics. Representatively, when considering the priority of Job over Deutero-Isaiah, Terrien points out that since the author of Job does not use the Hebrew verb ‫ברא‬ (»to create«) and does not include the late idea of »vicarious suffering« found in Deutero-Isaiah, there was a literary influence of Job on Duetero-Isaiah.3 Similarily, Pfeiffer presents in Job the use of the divine names ‫אל‬ and ‫,אלוה‬ and the lack of specific terms (e.g., ‫,ברא‬ ‫,יצר‬ ‫)פעל‬ related to the subject-matter of »creation«, which may be used in the post-exilic texts and are found in texts of 4; 44, 27; 45, 12; 48, 13 f) . 4 On the other hand, recent commentators have been inclined to accept the late composition of Job in the late 6 th or 5 th -4 th century BCE, at least not later than 2 nd century BCE where Qumran Hebrew texts prove that Job's texts already were in circulation. Based on this late dating of Job, interpreters such as Elliott, Brinks, and Kynes maintain the priority of Deutero-Isaiah over Job. However, such a definite style and the lack of the doctrine might be no more than possible factors of the early or late BH profile, with this linguistic data we cannot determine the direction of literary dependence. In fact, the redactional history of the book of Job attests that it was not formed in a specific time, but was produced as an accumulated book from the pre-exilic to the post-exilic period;5 although there are obvious reasons to suppose that the prose-tale of Job had already existed in the early period. On the other hand, all that we can say is that Deutero-Isaiah was not earlier than the exilic period and more possibly was formed in the early Persian period. Thus, if the two books went through several redactional and rewritten processes by many authors over the centuries, we may neither readily assume the priority of Deutero-Isaiah over Job nor vice versa. 6 Secondly, those claiming literary dependence put forth verbal parallels rather than precise analogies between corresponding contexts. For instance, one may submit unique verbal parallels as evidence of the literary relationship between them. Gordis, for example, proposes the unique common phrase, ‫לבדו‬ ‫ׁשמים‬ ‫נטה‬ »who stretched out the heavens alone«, which only appears in Job 9,8a and Isa 44,24 (with a small variation) in the Hebrew Bible, and insists that the author of Job directly quotes from Isa 44,24.7 But the phrase ‫ׁשמים‬ ‫נטה‬ »to stretch out the heavens« is no more than a prevalent idiom (2Sam 22, 10; Ps 18, 19; 104, 2; 144, 5; Jer 10, 12; 51, 15; Zach 12, 1; Isa 42, 5; 45, 12; 48, 13; 51, 13.16) . Habel holds that this expression is associated with the prevailing Chaoskampf motif and »sacred tent traditions«.8 More importantly, the same wording conveys different tones and nuances in each context. Deutero-Isaiah in the corresponding context moves to controvert the sceptical view of the divine power found in Job 9,8a. Job's speech (vv. 9,2-4.14-24) about God's power is a lament arising from the frustration, illustrating his inability to dispute with God, while in Isa 44,24, this phrase describes Yahweh who empowers Israelites to recall the greatness of God's power as restorer.
Hence, the claim of the direct dependence between the two books is mostly unpersuasive, with no concrete evidence to support it. Although the adoption of prevalent forms and imageries has often been suggested (Crenshaw, Janzen), this is not different from the former explanations which have proposed an intentional usage of author(s).9 Rather than this description of the soure-hunting type, the various resemblances between Job/Deutero-Isaiah and other biblical books -e.g., Genesis, Deuteronomy, Jeremiah and Psalms -may affirm a wide-ranging network of interconnections during the broad period which the two books present.
If it does, in this circumstance of biblical texts and their muti-influences, how can we describe the common similarities or ideas between Job and Deutero-Isaiah? In what sense are those shared ideas in the two books different from other biblical books? I will explain these shared ideas of the two books in comparison of other ideas of the Hebrew Bible, and then will suggest the reasonable dating of Job and Deutero-Isaiah.
Shared Ideas in Job/Deutero-Isaiah and in Ancient Near Eastern Literature
What Job and Deutero-Isaiah share in the frame of undeserved suffering appears in the common ideas of God's control and freedom. In the two books, God is not described as the One who is working in a local and limited area of Israel, but is seen as universal10 over the world and the sovereign Creator among all the creatures. On the one hand, the singleness of God and his incomparable power as the sovereign ruler are highly emphasised in divine control over all creatures and on the other hand, the act of God is not restricted by any rules, such as the moral order and the principle of retribution. Of course, it does not mean that other biblical sources except for Job and Deutero-Isaiah have no idea of God's control over creatures and God's freedom. But they appear more intensively in these two books than in any other biblical texts. The act of God in the two books does not follow traditional rules and principles, but God appears as a sovereign Creator who controls an individual and the universe, and in both books God is an unrestricted and uncontrollable deity in governing the world and the nations. So, my working hypothesis is that these common ideas in the two books are most likely derived from scribal11 ideas of the broad Persian period, probably 5 Although Job and Deutero-Isaiah have many links in form and subject-matter with the early ancient literatures, the scribal idea in terms of the divine-human relationship, seen from a different aspect, is closer to those observed in later foreign texts. We could draw theological affinities between attitudes to a deity in the two books and attitudes to a deity that we find in a number of late foreign texts. For instance, it has been noticed in many comparative studies that Egyptian texts, which are similar to Job and Deutero-Isaiah, mostly come from the Middle Kingdom. However, the theology of the two books, which highlights the notion of a single and powerful god, is much closer to the Ramesside period of the New Kingdom than to the Middle Kingdom.14 Further, if we look at late Babylonian literature such as the Sayings of Ahiqar written in an Aramaic papyrus which represents broad Mesopotamian ideas (approximately 500 BCE, though some of this text would possibly be in early 6 th or 7 th century BCE), one may find a very high idea of the gods controlling the world and an elevated idea of personal piety to a deity. Greenfield notices about the wisdom of Ahiqar that »religious colouring is present throughout, the moral tone is high, and the sentiment that man cannot achieve anything without the approval of god is strong«.15 In recent research, Bledsoe states that the story of Ahiqar »confirms the ineffectiveness and futility of human achievement in the face of divine power«, that »the gods can be a source of threat, they can also be a source of justice, but the scariest thing for Ahiqar is the inability to know which side of the gods one will face«, and he concludes that the king who performs the divine role as the representative of gods »has absolute power of even mythic proportions that is apparently divinely ordained«. 16 Therefore, we perhaps suppose that Jewish scribes reflected ancient shared and collective ideas about God and divine-human relationships on producing Job and Deutero-Isaiah. To highlight these distinctive mindsets in the two books, I will present them in prominent contast with the Mosaic covenant which is the traditional concept of God's judgment in Torah/deuteronomistic texts. Common ideas in the two books will be compared with late ideas which usually beongs to the Hellenistic worldview.
The Mosaic Covenant in Job and Deutero-Isaiah
The theology of Job and Deutero-Isaiah differs from the Mosaic covenantal theology and the principle of God's judgment shown in the Deuteronomistic texts. The Mosaic covenant (cf. Ex 19,5-6; Deut 28,1-14) which is the foundation of the Deuteronomistic worldview portrays a God who behaves in a set of »imposition«, »lia-bility«, and »obligation«. All sufferings and evil in it are interpreted as resulting from individual and communal misbehaviour, and whenever Israelites return to their deity in the midst of God's wrath by keeping the Torah, their God will restore the breached relationship with blessings and rewards. In this regard, although it might be supposed that this central idea of Mosaic covenant presumably could be an assumed belief in Job and Deutero-Isaiah, they do not sustain the orthodox view of the Mosaic covenant or the deuteronomistic covenant, as it is. The question is: »Do they affirm and encourage the deuteronomistic view, that the obedience of law brings blessings and the rejection of law brings curses and suffering, and the view of the moral order or the retributive principle that the pious succeeds and the wicked perishes?«
Job
Let us see whether the book of Job supports the covenantal relationship between individuals and God.
Firstly, the view of the book of Job in terms of the cause of suffering of an innocent individual differs from the belief of God's judgment indicated by Deuteronomistic texts. On the one hand, the loss and agony of an individual, and then the consequent blessing and restoration in the prose-tale might sustain the principle of retribution and the Mosaic covenant.17 It is not a coincidence that the prologue of Job begins with the the link between the piety of the God-fearing, blameless, and rightous man (vv. 1,1.8; 2,3) and his external prosperity, and that the epilogue states the reversal of the unfortunate status. This may imply the retributive principle of blessings and cursings. However, why God ordained that an innocent Job should suffer is not stated in the framework of the moral order.18 The text simply says that his suffering was »without cause« or »without purpose« ‫;םחנ(‬ vv. 2,3; 9,7) which would mean an accidental event. It seems, that if anything, ironically it was none other than Job's piety which led to his extreme suffering (vv. 1,8; 2,3) . This makes a contrast with the Deuteronomistic worldview of God's judgment concerning human sinfulness.19 Some may claim that in the epilogue, the doubling of Job's estate means that Yahweh blessed him because of his great patience and that this affirms the Deuteronomistic covenant (v. 42,10). However, his dead children are not brought back to life and what the most pious man experienced itself somewhat undermines the retribution theology in the Mosaic covenant.
Secondly, the view of Job's friends about God's judgment and retribution is challenged by Job's questions about inexplicable suffering and God's justice. On the one hand, the speeches of Job's friends are analogous to the traditional understanding of blessings and cursings which the Deteronomistic theology supports, though it is hard to prove that the author of Job used Deuteronomy as a reference book. According to Job's friends, human misbehaviours and disobedience to laws bring retributive punishment to humans, so that individual suffering is bound to be the consequence of individual sins against God (vv. 4, [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] 5, [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] 8, 15, [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] 22, [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] . And religious piety through obedience to laws and good deeds deservedly produces a satisfactory result of divine favour and blessing (vv. 5,17-26; 8,5-7; 22,21-30) .
On the other hand, Job in the dialogue, partially agrees with the classical view of divine judgment which Job's friends claim, while in the prologue Job does not deny a foundational belief in the God of moral order. Nevertheless, as time passes, Job expresses his frustration and doubt about God's justice. Job's suffering, as such, attests that that dogma is full of defects when explaining the relation between suffering and judgment.20 Disasters which he encountered led him to become convinced that there is little association between human misbehaviour and suffering. Firstly, Job claims that suffering is not the retributive act for individual sins (vv. 6,29-30; 10,7; 27,1-6) . Human suffering in many cases cannot be explained by the friends' orthodox belief and cannot be the consequence of individual sin. Secondly, divine protection and security are not always given to the righteous who seek God and whose vindication seems to be far off (vv. 19,7; 17,3; 23,8-9; 28) . Instead, Job sees that there could be potential mistakes in God's judgment and that much of the moral order in the world could have collapsed. In this way, two divergent views on the divine judgment show the glaring disparity between the ideal of retributive theology and the reality of injustice.
Thirdly, Yahweh's speech has no special association with the Mosaic covenant or the moral order. Yahweh's rebuke in 38,2 is that Job does not have the understanding necessary to direct the universe along the right track, and the entire speech, which highlights how marvellously Yahweh controls the world, plays a significant role in rebuking Job's misunderstanding of divine design ‫;עצה(‬ v. 2). In it, we cannot find any reference of human suffering and injustice in the world, and no attempt to defend the accusation of injustice raised in the dialogue. The description of the beauty of two symbolic beasts, Behemoth and Leviathan in Yahweh's second speech (vv. 40, 26 [Eng. 40, 34] ) states the nature of divine freedom by showing their fearful and glorious characteristics in relation to humans. Just as humans cannot control the beasts, Yahweh cannot be tamed by humans (vv. 41,4.7-9) , so much so that humans' endeavours to manipulate and to resist God would be absurd (vv. 41, (2) (3) (10) (11) ). Interestingly, in the description of beasts, Yahweh calls for the possibility of imposing responsibilities on Leviathan, as required in the obligatory relation: »Will he make a covenant ‫)ברית(‬ with you to be taken as your perpetual slave? « (v. 40, 28 [Eng. 41, 4] ). If Job has no ability to discipline Leviathan by making a »covenant«, their Creator God will absolutely not be influenced, nor cajoled, by human intercession. In this sense, Yahweh is portrayed as being unconstrained by any obligations, justice, or impositions by any sort of religious laws (vv. 41,1.10-11).
Deutero-Isaiah
In Deutero-Isaiah, the divine judgment against Jacob-Israel is partially described in the principle of retribution as the consequence of sins, as general prophetic literature notices (Isa 42, (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) 43, (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) 50, (1) (2) (3) . Nevertheless, the concept of God's justice and judgment in Deutero-Isaiah is different from the principle shown in the Mosaic covenant. In fact, Deutero-Isaiah hardly mentions the Mosaic covenant, although there are considerable verbal similarities with Deuteronomy and Exodus. Anderson, in analysing the term »torah« in Deutero-Isaiah, maintains that in any case, there is no clear allusion »to Moses, the Sinai theophany, the decalogue, or the conditional covenant«.21 Of course, there are references to the Hebrew word ‫ברית‬ (»covenant«); in Isa 42,6 and 49,8 (»a covenant for the people«), 54,9-10 (»Noah«), and 55,3 (»David«). However, none of them is associated with the obligatory relationship with the Israelites; the reference to David, ‫ברית‬ ‫הנאמנים‬ ‫דוד‬ ‫חסדי‬ ‫עולם‬ »an eternal covenant, the faithful mercies to David« (vv. 55,3b), is not intended to refer to the rehabilitation of the Davidic family and successors (cf. Ps 89,31-34; 132,11-12; 2Sam 7,14-15) and the reference to the Davidic covenant certainly implies the sense of the new covenant (Isa 42,6; 49,8) which involves the extension to all nations as well as to the whole people of Israel.22 There are several aspects to evince that the scribal ideas of divine control and freedom in Deutero-Isaiah diverge from the Mosaic covenant.
Firstly, the God of Israel in Deutero-Isaiah appears free from any covenantal bonds and rules that require obligations (vv. 42,6; 49,8; 54,10; 55,3 Israel? Deutero-Isaiah speaks that the present sufferings partly are not the consequence of divine punishment of their iniquities, and that, in some cases, the Israelites received punishment greater than they should pay; ‫בכל-חטאתיה‬ ‫כפלים‬ »double for all her sins« (v. 40,2); it is the view of the exiled Israelites that they are being overly punished. This is indicated in their complaints and laments where the statement -»My way is hidden from Yahweh and my justice is ignored by my God« (v. 40, 27b) -evinces that God's verdict on their behaviours is unfair (cf. vv. 40,2; 49,14) . Furthermore, the great suffering of Israel which is portrayed in the imagery of Yahweh's servant23 is, as generally people believed, not caused by divine condemnation in consequence of her own sins (vv. 53,1-3). She accepted all the sufferings and even death for the divine purposes which is demanded by God in order to purify people and remove their transgressions (vv. 53,4-6.10-11) . The cause of those sufferings even coming to death is her innocence itself, and this severely undermines the law system in Leviticus (v. 53, 10) .
Secondly, the God of Israel is sovereign and free to act in Israel's deliverance. Let us consider why the restoration of Israel occurs. Deutero-Isaiah begins with the declaration of the end of God's wrath towards Jacob-Israel (v. 40,1) and with the good news of »comfort« (v. 40,9) . If so, are the promises of forgiveness and restoration given to them as the reward of their good deeds? Ironically, while Deutero-Isaiah obviously spells out their sins and punishment (vv. 43,22-24.28 ), the prophet emphasises that Yahweh's sovereign power, not the covenant-based promise, will forgive their wrongdoings (v. 43,25) . Their restoration is regarded as independent of human behaviour, not as a reward for their return to obedience. The obedience of Israel is in no way the certain reason of their restoration (vv. 41,20; 43,25; 50,1) .
Thirdly, the God of Israel is described not as a local deity committed to a particular group, but as the cosmic God for all the nations on the earth (vv. 45,22-25) .24 Of course, the distinctive role of Israel among nations is exemplified in the mission of Yahweh's servant as »a light to the nations« (v. 49,6) and »a covenant for the people« (vv. 42,6; 49,8) . However, God's ultimate purpose in Deutero-Isaiah is not restricted to an ethnic and geographical sphere, but is expanded to the cosmic community who will follow and worship Yahweh (v. 45, 24a) . In fact, from 23 Interpreters have proposed various arguments about the identity of this Servant (Isa 52, 12) . Although it is hard to determine this figure as Jacob-Israel, in the given passages it is a better understanding to see him as Israel rather than a third individual or the prophet. the beginning of Isa 40, it has already been announced that Yahweh's glory will be revealed to »all flesh« (v. 40,5) . In this universalistic vision, divine justice and righteousness are depicted as open to the new community who listens to Yahweh's message (vv. 51,4-6.22) , not only for Jacob-Israel.
Late Ideas in Job and Deutero-Isaiah
Next, the late notions in Daniel and Ecclesiastes are differentiated from such a notion of divine control in Job and Deutero-Isaiah. Firstly, in general apocalyptic literature like the book of Daniel as a distinct genre of writing has the idea of a fixed plan of the future history and this belongs to the Hellenistic period.25 The idea of divine control in Deutero-Isaiah and Job shows neither such a strong symbolic language as that in apocalyptic literature nor a deterministic idea of a final judgment; God is not managing the world with a fixed timeline to achieve God's future plan. The idea of planning for the future in the genre of apocalypse is not found until the Hellenistic period; e.g., Daniel, 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, 4 Ezra, and 2 Apocalypse of Baruch.
The book of Daniel is strongly tied up with the religious impositions on the Jews and the ethical obligations that they have to God -food laws (Dan 1,8) , the rejection of idolatry (v. 3,18) , and regular prayer (v. 6,10) -and urges them to commit themselves to the God of Israel.26 However, we should distinguish the concept of »Torah-piety«27 in the Hellenistic period from the early idea of the Deuteronomistic covenant. The notion of Israel's history in Dan 9 is tied up with a further apocalyptic worldview and this is a solid development of personal piety going hand in hand with the idea of divine plan. Of course, there might be a little space inside the fixed plan which pious people may change through prayers and obedient behaviour. However, the idea of a divine plan would not come into being as the result of prayer which might be theologically problematic (vv. 9,1-23), but rather from that point onwards, all humans are acting according to the divine plan which they cannot see and fully comprehend. Furthermore, the book of Ecclesiastes in general has been regarded as having the broad influence of Greek literature,28 and at least, it seems to include a salient idea, »the subordination of human actions to much greater processes«;29 one might call this so-called »determinism«;30 nevertheless, the Hebrew Bible hardly supports Stoic determinism, and such a philosophical idea is totally different from the simple reactions to human behaviour shown in Job and Deutero-Isaiah (Koh 12, (13) (14) .31 God controls the pleasure of eating and drinking (v. 2,24), wealth and possession (v. 5,19) , and human behaviour (vv. 9,1-2). The passage of Koh 3,1-15 emphasises the »appointed time« ‫)עת(‬ for every business ‫)לכל-חפץ(‬ and for human feelings which are controlled by God, and highlights God's acts which cannot be changed by humans (vv. 3,11.14). These do not usually emerge from the Persian scribal idea, while Deutero-Isaiah and Job have neither such a strong symbolic language nor a deterministic idea of a final judgment. Moreover, Ecclesiastes, like Job, shows little interest in the Mosaic covenant of retribution and reward. Although the author seems to be obliged to adopt the idea of judgment because of the general assumption in the context of Israelite literature, God's judgment in this life is delayed and justice to the wicked is not executed (vv. 8,11-12a) . The concept of God's judgment in Ecclesiastes gets entangled in a fixed time and event which is already predestined (vv. 3,17; 10,8; 11,9b) .
Summary and Conclusion
Although Job and Deutero-Isaiah are classified as having the specific social contexts for different types of compositions, they indicate similar ideas about human-divine relationship and reflect universal and powerful Creator over crea- (2002): 97 defines it as »the belief that human thought, action, and feeling is, to a greater or lesser extent, controlled by a greater power and that human beings have little or no free will of their own«. 31 If there is »determinism« in Ecclesiastes, one could say that the book of Proverbs also has this idea (cf. Prov 16,1.4; Koh 9,7). Stuart Weeks, Scepticism, 152-159 definitely avoids using this term. Here, in order to emphasise the difference of Ecclesiastes from Job, I would often employ »deterministic« or »determinism« for convenience, but this should be distinguished from Greek determinism.
tures. What do these discrepancies and differences among texts attest about scribal culture and the historical development of the biblical texts? On the one hand, while the texts of Job and Deutero-Isaiah do not support a traditional idea of the Mosaic covenant, other scribal texts do subscribe to the idea of covenant. To some degree, it has been agreed that the earlier edition of Deuteronomy possibly has been dated to the pre-exilic period and that its exilic edition has been written in the reflection of the destruction of Jerusalem;32 the »Covenant Code« in Ex 20,22-23,33 which covers Deuteronomy has been treated as the earliest form of biblical law. If the dating of Deuteronomy is acceptable in this comparison, the strong concern in terms of God as the sovereign and universal Creator is more likely to be closer to the Persian scribal thoughts than to pre-exilic and exilic scribal ideas. However, this does not imply that there were no ideas to support the Deuteronomistic covenant and law in the post-exilic period, but Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic history were distributed and revised throughout the Second Temple period. However, what we confirm is that the critical reception of the retribution theology emphasised in the Mosaic covenant in Job and the notion of the new covenant in Deutero-Isaiah would not be found until the Persian period. For instance, although the texts of Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Prov 1-9 show various similarities with the Deuteronomistic text and more or less support its theology, they possibly adapt and reinterpret the Mosaic covenant in a new context throughout the experience of Exile.
On Abstract: It has been suggested that the books of Job and of Deutero-Isaiah (Isaiah 40-55) have a variety of similarities in their linguistic features and common subject-matter and because of this, it has been argued that there is literary dependence or influence of one book upon the other. Although such an author-oriented course, Elihu's claim does not seem to be dissimilar from Job's three friends who incessantly condemn Job's sin (Job 34, (35) (36) (37) , and affirms the divine justice as divine retribution in some ways (Job 37,23), even though Elihu even adds several novel ideas in terms of ways of the divine communication through dream and experience (Job 33, (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) . However, this cannot be any reasons to agree a late redaction of the book. Elihu is speaking in the inheritance of traditional wisdom circle and in the lack of understanding the new dimension of human suffering. Further, Elihu's statement about God's vastness in Job 36-37 certainly lead readers to Yahweh's speeches. Indeed, the convergence »with the theology of Deuteronomy« does not necessarily mean that the redactor of Elihu speech edited this part in the Hellenistic period. Edwin M. Good, In Turns of Tempest: Reading of Job, with a Translation (Stanford: Stanford UP, 1998), 4 f. supposes that while we cannot specify the written date of this book, Job »took its present form after the Babylonian Exile«; Choon-Leong Seow, Job 1-21: Interpretation and Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2013), 31-38 maintains that the dialogue of Elihu and Yahweh's speeches are not the secondary addition by late editors, but are part of original composition. approach, by which scholars explain similarities by the theory of literary references, has some value, there is no specific reason to understand those similarities by a sort of direct literary dependence. However, these two books are likely to include the common scribal mindset of the Persian period. Here I put forward shared ideas of God's universal control and freedom which are distinct from the Mosaic covenant and apocalyptic ideas. With these comparisons between Job/ Deutero-Isaiah and other concepts in the Hebrew Bible, I propose the dating of the two books and argue that these cultural ideas about God's control and freedom reflect the Persian scribal idea on the formation of the two books.
Résumé: L'observation de nombreuses similitudes linguistiques et thématiques entre les livres de Job et du Deutéro-Esaïe (Esaïe 40-55) ont induit l'idée d'une dépendance ou influence littéraire d'un livre sur l'autre. Bien qu'une telle approche, par laquelle les chercheurs expliquent les similitudes par la théorie de dépendences littéraires, se justifie, elle ne s'impose pas. Les deux livres reflètent vraisemblablement la même mentalité de certains scribes de l'époque perse. L'auteur souligne les idées partagées du contrôle universel et de la liberté divine, distincts de l'alliance mosaïque et des idées apocalyptiques. A partir de ces comparaisons entre les livres de Job et du Deutéro-Esaïe et d'autres concepts de la Bible hébraïque, il propose de dater les deux livres à la même époque et défend l'idée que ces idées culturelles sur le contrôle et la liberté de Dieu reflètent une compré-hension perse des scribes au niveau de la formation des deux livres.
Article Note: This article refers to and summarizes the content (esp. chapter 6) of JiSeong J. Kwon, Scribal Culture and Intertextuality: Literary and Historical Relationships between Job and Deutero-Isaiah, FAT II 85 (Berlin: Mohr Siebeck, 2016) .
